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 1   
Introduction 
 America is in desperate need of affordable housing.  Many Americans 
have been spending upwards of 50% of their income on rent, while 30% is the benchmark 
of affordability.   In response to these numbers this country has been described as “a 
prosperous nation that is not meeting the housing needs of far too many of its citizens.”1
In the past, affordable housing was provided by the federal government in the form of 
public housing developments.  Over the years many of these public housing 
developments have fallen into deep disrepair, and are now being torn down due to the 
deteriorated nature of the buildings and communities.  Recent research has suggested that 
aging public housing has caused the isolation of low-income people, resulting in 
substandard housing conditions, lack of information about available jobs, and higher 
crime rates than in surrounding areas.   
These problems have led some to believe that economically-integrated housing 
developments could provide a better solution to the housing problem.  In order to present 
a product that market-rate homeowners and renters are attracted to, mixed-income 
developments tend to differ greatly from the public housing of old—they range from high 
rise apartment buildings to detached single-family homes with yards, and all tend to be 
attractive structures with many amenities to add to the comfort of the tenant.   
1 Donovan Rypkema, “Historic Preservation and Affordable Housing:  The Missed Connection,” 2002,  
National Trust for Historic Preservation:  Issues and Initiatives in Housing,  8 September, 2005, p.1 
<http://www.nationaltrust.org/issues/housing/Missed_Connection.pdf> 
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Most of these developments are new construction built from the ground up, 
because the rehabilitation of older homes tends to move more slowly, and can present 
added construction problems.  Rehabilitating one house at a time in a deteriorated 
neighborhood would not be likely to attract market-rate homeowners and renters at first, 
whereas a new development that goes up quickly will be more successful in this 
endeavor.  However, revitalization of older neighborhoods could better retain the 
character of communities – more so than the anonymous nature of new housing 
construction.  The National Trust for Historic Preservation, the AIA, and others such as 
Donovan Rypkema and David Listokin are very much in agreement that our existing 
stock of historic buildings could serve as the affordable housing that so many 
communities need.  The reuse of historic fabric could prevent greater urban sprawl, make 
use of existing infrastructure, and allow for the preservation of older structures in a 
sustainable manner.    
This thesis will attempt to determine what barriers prevent developers and 
organizations from undertaking rehabilitation when creating mixed-income housing, as 
well as the commonalities that exist between successful mixed-income rehabilitation 
projects.  A review of the existing literature on the subjects of mixed-income housing and 
historic preservation will provide background information, before examining the four 
projects chosen as case studies.  All four projects involved rehabilitation or renovation of 
existing structures, and resulted in economically-integrated communities.  The case 
studies include the adaptive reuse of a maternity hospital in Minneapolis, Missouri, and a 
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glue factory in Gloucester, Massachusetts, the rehabilitation of old public housing in 
Memphis, Tennessee, and the substantial renovation of the YWCA building in Boston, 
Massachusetts.  From the investigation of each case study conclusions will be drawn 
regarding the common problems experienced during development, how each 
development team overcame the barriers presented, and the financial incentives that 
proved indispensable.  In addition, suggestions will be made as to policy changes that 
could make the rehabilitation process less difficult, and encourage more housing 
providers to make use of existing buildings.
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Mixed-Income Housing 
 Housing Policy has been evolving for decades, as legislators have been trying to 
find the best solution to the problem of housing moderate- and low-income individuals 
and families.  One solution that has been receiving press lately is the concept of 
economically-integrated neighborhoods, otherwise referred to as “mixed-income 
housing.”  The argument behind mixed-income housing stems from the idea that older 
high-rise public housing has fallen into disrepair, and is often seen as a breeding ground 
for crime and unsafe, unsanitary conditions.  These public housing developments are 
usually located on the outskirts of downtown areas, and can have the effect of isolating 
low-income people—keeping them away from other city residents and creating a 
concentration of poverty.  Originally developed as a temporary housing solution for low-
income families, it has too-often ended up as a permanent residence for those who qualify 
to live there, a use that was not intended by its creators. 
The History of Low-Income Housing Policy 
 Before delving into the specifics of mixed-income housing, it would be helpful to 
take a look at United States housing policy in previous years.  Charles Orlebeke of the 
University of Illinois at Chicago has compiled a comprehensive history of low-income 
housing policy in his article “The Evolution of Low-Income Housing Policy, 1949-
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1999,” and Mindy Turbov and Valerie Piper have included a section titled “The History 
and Evolution of Public Housing and HOPE VI” in their article, “HOPE VI and Mixed-
Finance Redevelopments: A Catalyst for Neighborhood Renewal.”  Both Orlebeke’s 
article and Turbov and Piper’s chapter can help to explain how American housing policy 
has evolved throughout the years.
 Turbov and Piper begin their discussion with the 1937 Housing Act, whose 
objectives were to create jobs in the building industry and produce housing.  The first 
incarnation of public housing was part of the New Deal programs in place to provide 
shelter for families during the Depression.  This public housing was isolated from the 
private market because of concerns expressed by real estate interests that public housing 
would compete with the private market.  The design was functional and plain, another 
way of separating the public housing units from the private market.  Major changes then 
took place with the 1949 Housing Act, a law that tied public housing creation to urban 
renewal programs.2  The time period between this Housing Act and more recent Housing 
Programs is examined in detail in Charles Orlebeke’s article. 
Orlebeke separates the 50 years between 1949 and 1999 into two segments: 1949 
until 1973, when President Nixon placed a moratorium on housing subsidies, and from 
1973 until 1999, a time period he sees as characterized by stronger state and local 
leadership in reaching housing goals, while the federal government stepped back.   
2 Mindy Turbov and Valerie Piper, “HOPE VI and Mixed-Finance Redevelopments: A Catalyst for 
Neighborhood Renewal,”  The Brookings Institution Metropolitan Policy Program, Washington, D.C. Sept. 
2005 <http://www.brookings.edu/metro/pubs/20050913_hopevi.pdf> 
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 The Housing Act of 1949 marked a significant change in how the United States 
government approached the housing situation.  Rather than the minimum obligation of 
simply providing shelter, the Act set the goal of providing “a decent home and a suitable 
living environment for every American family.”3  Despite the promises made, the years 
immediately following the passing of the Act were disappointing: public housing was the 
only low-income program available, and its production fell short of goals, while new 
programs did not gain the momentum expected.  In 1965 the U.S. Department of Housing 
and Urban Development (HUD) was formed, and the situation began to turn around.  In 
1968 the 1949 goal was revisited and revamped with new targets, timetables, subsidy 
programs, and planning requirements.  Things began to look better as targets were met, 
but there were attacks coming from both inside and outside the government aimed at the 
production-dominated strategy.  Then, in 1973 President Nixon imposed a moratorium on 
all of the new subsidy commitments, which ultimately led to a reexamination of the 
federally administered subsidy programs in order to begin a search for alternatives.4
The three policy tools that have resulted from this reexamination include housing 
vouchers, the transfer of program control from federal to state and local governments, 
and tax incentives.  The voucher-type programs can include housing allowances, housing 
payments, and rent certificates.5  The most popular of these is the Section 8 program, in 
which vouchers are given to a qualifying individual who then chooses their own living 
3 Housing Act. Pub. L. 81-171. 15 July 1949. Stat. 63.413. 
4 Charles Orlebeke,  “The Evolution of Low-Income Housing Policy 1949-1999,” Housing Policy Debate
11.2 (2000): 489-520, p. 490.
5 Orlebeke 491. 
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situation, and pays the landlord an amount of rent equivalent to 30% of their annual 
income, while the federal government subsidizes the remaining amount. 
 The major contributor to the transfer of program control from federal government 
to state and local governments was the Housing Act of 1990.  This Act allowed for the 
creation of the Federal HOME Investment Partnership Program (HOME), in which 
federal money is given for housing production and rehabilitation, and local officials 
determine exactly how the money is to be spent.  This is similar to the Community 
Development Block Grant (CDBG), which was created in 1974 and also allows state and 
local officials to determine the application of the funds given. The creation of these 
programs allowed local officials to determine how to allocate the money within their 
communities, rather than having federal officials deem how best to use the funds.6
 The tax incentives mentioned above refer to tax credits—more specifically, the 
Low Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC).  This program provides credits that can be 
used to offset one’s income tax in exchange for monetary investment in low-income 
housing projects, and is monitored by state housing agencies and the Internal Revenue 
Service (IRS).  This means that in addition to providing financial incentives for the 
production of low-income housing, this program also falls under the heading of those 
helping to move control away from the federal government, since HUD is not involved in 
LIHTC action.7  However, it should be noted that although the states are responsible for 
6 Orlebeke 491. 
7 Orlebeke 492. 
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allocation, each state is only given a certain amount of LIHTC money annually, meaning 
there is a limited amount to dole out to communities. 
 The public housing erected in years past seems to be failing, and many believe 
that mixed-income developments could help alleviate the problems associated with it.  
All three of the tools mentioned above that have been developed in the past 20 years or so 
come into play when examining mixed-income projects.  Tax incentives and block grants 
can help to fund their construction, while vouchers can help them become even more 
affordable for those in lower-income brackets. 
The Problem With Public Housing 
 Cities appear to be re-gaining popularity following the flight of the middle- and 
upper-income classes to the suburbs.  Although there are still plenty of Americans 
pursuing the “American Dream” outside city limits, there are an increasing number of 
people moving back to the cities to take advantage of the lively street life, and the 
proximity to large institutions, entertainment, and shopping.  As Bruce Katz mentions in 
his article “A Progressive Agenda For Metropolitan America,” cities are “re-emerging as 
key engines of regional growth, fueled by the presence of educational and health care 
institutions, vibrant downtowns, and distinctive neighborhoods.”8
 However, this renewed popularity does not come without problems.  Because of 
the post-war flight of the upper- and middle-classes to the suburbs, the cities have long 
8 Bruce Katz,  “A Progressive Agenda for Metropolitan America,” The Brookings Institution Center on 
Urban and Metropolitan Policy, Washington, D.C, May 2004 
<http://www.brookings.edu/urban/pubs/KatzGreenBook. pdf> p. 1. 
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been home to a disproportionate number of low-income people.  Finding and creating 
enough affordable housing for the poor has always been difficult, but with more higher-
income people returning, this could become even more of a problem.  According to 
Barbara Sard and Margy Waller, housing problems may be increasing because the 
number of affordable housing units declined from 85 units for every 100 poor families, to 
75 for every 100 in 1999.  In addition, the year 2000 was the fourth consecutive year that 
rents increased at a greater rate than that of inflation.9
 So what does all of this have to do with existing public housing?  The public 
housing developments constructed in the 1960s and 1970s are usually high-rise buildings 
on the outskirts of downtown areas.  These developments were originally constructed as a 
temporary solution for the low-income families, in the hopes that they could work to 
improve their situation and move on to better housing.  Because they were built to house 
the poor and are placed at a distance from other residential neighborhoods, the low-
income individuals and families who live there have been isolated, and a concentration of 
poverty has been created.  The uneven pattern of housing in urban areas can serve to 
increase the burdens on older communities, while limiting the opportunities of a large 
number of families, according to Katz.  In addition, employment opportunities are very 
limited for the low-income people who live in areas of concentrated poverty, due to a 
9 Barbara Sard and Margy Waller,  “Housing Strategies to Strengthen Welfare Policy and Support Working 
Families,”  The Brookings Institution Center on Urban and Metropolitan Policy and the Center on Budget 
and Policy Priorities,  Washington, D.C., April 2002 
<http://www.brookings.edu/es/urban/publications/sardwallerhousingwelfare.pdf> p. 3. 
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lack of information about jobs.10  If these families were provided housing in communities 
that also included market-rate families with steadily employed heads-of-household and 
centers of employment information, they might have better access to knowledge about 
available jobs, giving them a better chance of finding and maintaining employment.11
This, in turn, could help to improve their living situation.  Isolating and concentrating 
low-income people in a small area appears to undermine most, if not all, of the programs 
that are set up to help them.  It becomes harder for public housing residents to find jobs, 
and the schools and teachers that serve these areas tend to experience a large amount of 
added burden.12
The Solution: Economic Integration 
 Economic integration, or income-mixing, has been posited as a possible solution 
to the problems identified with the old style of public housing.  Mixed-income 
communities have the potential to increase the quality of living for lower-income families 
due to the fact that the product itself must be of high-enough quality to attract market-rate 
or moderate-income consumers.  Elvin K. Wyly and Daniel J. Hammel noted the change 
in design standards in their article “Capital’s Metropolis: Chicago and the Transformation 
of American Housing,” stating that new design models have been employed in the hopes 
that they can eradicate the stigma that is currently associated with public housing.  They 
10 Sard and Waller 4. 
11 Sard and Waller 4. 
12 Katz 4. 
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also mention that in addition to the design changes, the mixing of incomes has been 
encouraged so as to aid in “socioeconomic integration and economic opportunity.”13
 Those who have written on housing policy and economic integration appear to 
agree on its benefits: better employment opportunities due to location and access to 
information about available jobs; access to better health care; better schools; and better 
city services.  In a presentation to the D.C. Marketing Center, Senior Fellow and Director 
of the Brookings Greater Washington Research Program Alice Rivlin14 has gone as far as 
to say that when the concentration of poverty is reduced, in addition to the benefits listed 
above, families have a better chance of escaping poverty as well as avoiding involvement 
in criminal activity.15
HOPE VI 
One program that has come to the forefront of the mixed-income movement in 
America is the HOPE VI program.  Turbov and Piper discuss both the history of HOPE 
VI, as well as the program’s goals, methodology, and illustrative case studies.  Because 
most HOPE VI developments are new construction this paper will not closely examine 
the case studies provided, but will review Turbov and Piper’s work in order to provide 
13 Elvin K. Wyly and Daniel Hammel, “Capital’s Metropolis: Chicago and the Transformation of American 
Housing Policy,”  Geografiska Annaler, Series B, Human Geography 82.4 (2000): p. 187 
14 Alice Rivlin is Director in Economic Studies at the Brookings Institution, and Senior Fellow and Director 
of the Greater Washington Research Program, Metropolitan Policy.  Ms. Rivlin served as the Director of 
the Congressional Budget Office from 1975 to 1983, was Director of the Economic Studies Program at the 
Brookings Institution from 1983 to 1987, and was a Senior Fellow in that program from 1987 to 1993.  
Under President Clinton she served as the Deputy Director of the U.S. Office of Management and Budget 
from 1993-1994, Director of the OMB 1994-1996, and a Governor of the Federal Reserve from 1996-1999. 
15 Alice M. Rivlin, Presentation to the D.C. Marketing Center, Washington Convention Center, 
Washington, D.C. 23 Oct. 2003. 
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information about a program that is important to the discussion of mixed-income 
housing.
 In 1992 Congress created the Urban Revitalization Demonstration program, 
which was then renamed HOPE VI, and implemented in 1993.  HOPE VI stands for 
Homeownership and Opportunity for People Everywhere, and the program was not 
originally conceived as a tool for neighborhood revitalization; the frustration of Congress 
over the poor conditions of the public housing developments and the impact this 
condition was having on its residents served as the catalyst.  HOPE VI is not just about 
the buildings themselves, but instead hopes to address the needs of the impoverished 
families living in the public housing developments through an approach that includes 
community and supportive services.
 The mixed-income element did not enter the picture until 1995 with HUD’s 
creation of the mixed-finance development method.  This method combines public HUD 
funding with private financing through public/private partnerships that work to create 
mixed-income communities.  This means that public housing can be created in 
developments that are owned and operated by private entities, and can include both 
affordable units as well as market-rate units.  As was mentioned above, because the 
developments are designed to include people of multiple income levels, the housing has 
to be desirable within the marketplace, the goal of the program being to provide higher-
quality living for public housing families.16
16 Turbov and Piper 1-8. 
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 HOPE VI developments are not just constructed anywhere; they take the place of 
the old public housing that is not working to the advantage of its residents, and has 
become blighted and depressed.  The public housing is demolished, and in its place a 
lower-density development with a more neighborhood-like feel is built.  The homes can 
be rental or for-sale, they may be detached, townhouse-style, or in one building.  The 
common theme, however, is that they are more attractive and of higher quality than what 
had been on the site previously.  In addition to the new homes, the development includes 
services such as community centers, new schools, parks, job centers, and other amenities 
that will serve the low-income families as well as help to attract market-rate families. 
 When HOPE VI first became operational, grant awards were as high as $50 
million.  The grants were originally restricted to the 40 largest housing authorities, but in 
order to provide more grants the maximum awards were lowered to $35 million, and then 
later to $20 million.  In addition to the lowering of grant amounts, the funding for the 
program has been cut in recent years.  In some circles support for the program remains 
strong, but others have expressed problems with HOPE VI.17
 Because the developments that replace old public housing are lower-density than 
what they are replacing, some argue that the HOPE VI program is displacing public 
housing residents.  The proponents of HOPE VI counter this by saying that the older 
buildings were not fully occupied to begin with, and many of the residents are able to 
find a home in the new development.  Those who do not find a unit in the new HOPE VI 
17 Turbov and Piper 8. 
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development qualify for housing vouchers or other programs, and no one is left without a 
place to live.  Others say that some of the people who are forced to leave their public 
housing unit cannot afford to buy or rent in the new development, meaning that they must 
leave their neighborhood and look for housing elsewhere.  Although these families may 
qualify for other programs, and could possibly find a place to live in another part of town, 
those who argue against HOPE VI do so from the position that these individuals should 
not be forced to move from their neighborhoods. 
In Conclusion 
Regardless of where one stands on the HOPE VI issue, many have come to 
believe that mixed-income developments have more to offer low-income residents than 
straightforward affordable housing developments.  The next step is to take the economic 
integration goal further.  Rather than replacing deteriorated public housing, or carving out 
areas in which to construct brand-new developments, older neighborhoods adjacent to 
central business districts have the potential to become economically integrated 
communities.  Areas within cities that are near jobs, entertainment, shopping, and major 
institutions are usually the first to be revitalized and occupied by middle- or high-income 
individuals and families.  These areas may have a lot to offer moderate- and low-income 
people as well, and these are the areas that could serve as the focus for income-mixing as 
housing policy moves forward. 
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Historic Preservation 
 Historic preservation and rehabilitation of existing structures can be credited with 
many benefits to cities and their residents.  Property values within historic districts have 
been shown to rise at rates greater than surrounding areas, and preservation helps to 
prevent suburban sprawl and makes use of existing infrastructure, as well as helping to 
retain the distinctive character of older communities.18  At the same time, many cities are 
plagued by abandoned and vacant residential, industrial, and institutional properties.  So 
why is rehabilitation of older and historic buildings not taking place in order to make 
them usable as affordable housing?  Financial incentives that are available to those 
undertaking preservation and rehabilitation activities may not be enough to offset the 
many barriers that are preventing these resources from being used in affordable housing 
and mixed-income developments.  David and Barbara Listokin have authored an 
extensive study for HUD that outlines many of these barriers, which must be overcome 
before anyone can take full advantage of the nation’s older building stock to alleviate the 
housing crisis. 
 In her presentation to the D.C. Marketing Center, Alice Rivlin pointed out that 
“neighborhoods that are called ‘distressed’ or ‘blighted’ have important assets that need 
18 Donovan Rypkema, “The Economics of Historic Preservation: A Community Leader’s Guide,” 
Washington, D.C.: The National Trust for Historic Preservation, 1994. 
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to be recognized.  These assets are not only physical and economic…[t]hey are the 
residents themselves—their energy and ideas and hopes for the neighborhood.”19  Her 
statement provides another reason that rehabilitation of buildings and homes in older and 
distressed areas can benefit cities: the intangible assets of these neighborhoods.  The 
Issue Brief from the American Institute of Architects (AIA) on Affordable 
Housing/Community Revitalization/Historic Preservation adds to Rivlin’s statement in 
making clear that rehabilitation is important in creating affordable housing, saying that 
“over half of the nation’s 12,500 historic districts (representing ~ 1 million contributing 
structures) overlap census tracts with a poverty rate that exceeds 20 percent.”20  Despite 
the assets of older, distressed neighborhoods, and the overwhelming need for affordable 
housing within many of America’s historic districts, the United States has lost 6.3 million 
historic year-round housing units over the last 30 years—that amounts to 577 older and 
historic homes every day.21
Tax Incentives for Historic Preservation 
 “The most significant single incentive for historic preservation and the production 
of housing…and the one for which the most comprehensive data are available, is the 
19 Rivlin. 
20 “Affordable Housing/Community Revitalization/Historic Preservation,”  Issue Brief, 2005, The 
American Institute of Architects <http://www.aia.org/SiteObjects/files/portmanjefferson.pdf> 
21 “Quality Housing.” Issues and Initiatives. 2005. The National Trust for Historic Preservation.  
http://www.nationaltrust.org/issues/housing/index.html. 
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Historic Rehabilitation Tax Credit (HRTC).”22  This statement by David and Barbara 
Listokin illustrates how important the HRTC is to historic preservation.  They go on to 
add that in a report released by the National Park Service, the HRTC is said to be “’one 
of the most successful revitalization programs ever created.’”23
 “The Contributions of Historic Preservation to Housing and Economic 
Development,” an article also authored by David and Barbara Listokin, along with 
Michael Lahr, gives a detailed description of the background of the HRTC.  It is the 
information contained within this article that provides most of the information presented 
in this section. 
 Tax incentives for historic preservation first came about with the creation of the 
1976 Tax Act, which contained some measures that were supportive of historic 
preservation activities.  One of these measures was to count preservation easements as 
charitable donations, which meant that they could be written off as tax deductions.
However, the Economic Recovery Tax Act (ERTA) of 1981 had even more impact, as it 
introduced a “three-tier investment tax credit (ITC).”24  The first tier was for the 
rehabilitation of nonresidential income-producing properties that were at least 30 years 
old, and the ITC was 15 percent.  The second tier was for the renovation of income-
producing nonresidential property that was at least 40 years old, and the ITC was for 20 
22 David Listokin and Barbara Listokin, “Historic Preservation and Affordable Housing: Leveraging Old 
Resources for New Opportunities,”  Housing Facts and Findings 3.2 (2001) 
<http://www.fanniemaefoundation.org/programs/hff/v3i2-histpres.shtml>
23 Listokin and Listokin, “Historic Preservation and Affordable Housing.” 
24 David  Listokin, Barbara Listokin, and Michael Lahr, “The Contributions of Historic Preservation to 
Housing and Economic Development,”  Housing Policy Debate 9.3 (1998): 446. 
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percent.  Finally, the third tier was a 25 percent ITC that was for the rehabilitation of 
historic, income-producing properties, both residential and nonresidential.  The dollar 
amounts of these tax credits could be deducted, dollar-for-dollar, from a person’s federal 
income tax liability.25
 The result of the 1981 ITCs was a huge increase in HRTC investment, and a jump 
in HRTC projects.  The investment numbers ballooned from $738 million in 1981, to 
$1.128 billion in 1982, further to $2.165 billion in 1983, with the high sitting at $2.416 
billion in 1985.26
 In 1986, significant changes were made in the amounts of the tax credits 
available.  The 1986 Tax Reform Act dropped the 15-20 percent ITC for 30-40 year old 
income-producing nonresidential properties to 10 percent.  In addition, the Act stated that 
the 10 percent ITC only applied to buildings built before 1939.  Further, the 25 percent 
ITC was reduced to 20 percent, and in order to qualify for the ITC the property had to be 
a “certified historic structure,” the rehabilitation needed to be “substantial,” and the 
rehabilitation had to be “historically certified.”27  The 1986 Tax Reform Act also 
“restricted the application of the ITC against earned income”28 using passive activity loss 
rules:
The passive activity loss rules were enacted in 1986 to prevent 
individuals from using tax shelters to reduce tax liability on 
their tax return by offsetting passive activity losses and passive 
25 Listokin, Listokin, and Lahr 446. 
26 Listokin, Listokin, and Lahr 446. 
27 Listokin, Listokin, and Lahr 446. 
28 Listokin, Listokin, and Lahr 447. 
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activity tax credits against other taxable income…In general, 
passive activity losses can only offset passive activity income, 
and passive activity tax credits can only be used against tax 
attributable to passive activity income on your tax return. Any 
disallowed passive activity losses and passive activity tax 
credits are tax deferred until passive activity income is 
generated or the passive activity is disposed of in a taxable 
transaction.29
All of these changes caused investment in the HRTC to experience a severe downturn.
The highest volume had occurred in 1985, with 3,117 projects, but by 1993, the number 
of projects had dropped to 538 (Listokin, Listokin, and Lahr, 1998).  As of the writing of 
the Listokin, Listokin, and Lahr article, the number of projects had rebounded to 902 in 
1997, which the authors attributed to “reinvigorated real estate investment.”30
 One thing that sets the HRTC apart from the other ITCs put into place by the 1981 
and 1986 Tax Acts, is that it can be used for both rental housing and nonresidential 
income-producing projects, making it a more flexible tool for financing.  Listokin, 
Listokin, and Lahr illustrate the effect that the HRTC has had on the creation of 
affordable housing:  Since 1970, the authors state that 239,862 housing units had been 
created using federal historic preservation tax credits as of the writing of the article, 
40,050 of which were for low- or moderate-income families.  This means that almost 
one-fifth of federal HRTC housing projects were specifically targeted as affordable.  The 
authors further put this number into perspective when they compare it to the number of 
units created under other affordable housing programs:  In 1993 there were 5,000 new 
29 World Wide Web Tax. 2006. World Wide Web Tax. 2 Mar. 2006 
<http://www.wwwebtax.com/deductions_z_other/passive_activity_losses.htm> 
30 Listokin, Listokin, and Lahr 447.
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public housing units authorized, and in 1994 there were 8,300 HOME program units 
supported—both numbers significantly lower than those created through the use of 
HRTC.31
 If a developer is planning on creating affordable housing for low-income families, 
they will most likely be able to boost the impact of the HRTC by combining it with other 
subsidies.  Listokin, Listokin, and Lahr list some of these other subsidies, which include 
exempt or lowered property taxes, preservation easements that receive federal tax 
benefits, and other housing subsidies, one of the most common being the Low Income 
Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC). 32 The LIHTC was also created as a part of the 1986 Tax 
Reform Act, and uses the Internal Revenue Code to create incentives for developers and 
others to construct and sometimes rehabilitate low-income rental housing.  It is codified 
in section 43 of the Internal Revenue Code (IRC), and was made permanent in 1993 by 
the Omnibus Reconciliation Act.  Its purpose is to “increase the supply of decent and 
affordable housing in the United States,”33 and achieves this by allowing owners of low-
income rental units to claim a tax credit annually over a ten year period of time.34  Only 
those units that are rent-restricted and occupied by low-income renters are eligible for the 
tax credit, and there must be a minimum number of units within a property set aside 
specifically for low-income housing.  Either the owner can select to have 20 percent or 
more units reserved for renters whose income is 50 percent or less of the area-wide 
31 Listokin, Listokin, and Lahr 449. 
32 Listokin, Listokin, and Lahr 449. 
33 David Philip Cohen, “Improving the Supply of Affordable Housing: The Role of the Low Income 
Housing Tax Credit,” Journal of Law and Policy 6.2 (1998) p. 541. 
34 Cohen 541. 
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median gross income (AMI), or they have the option of choosing to have at least 40 
percent or more of the units reserved for tenants whose income is 60 percent or less of the 
AMI.  In either case, whichever option the owner chooses must be accompanied by rent 
restrictions on the units set aside for low-income renters.  These restrictions include a 
limitation on the gross rent charged: it may be no more than 30 percent of the tenant’s 
income, including utilities, but excluding payments made under the Section 8 program.35
 Despite these tax incentives, there are still very few people willing to undertake 
rehabilitation in order to create affordable housing.  David and Barbara Listokin believe 
this is true because of the many barriers currently in place that make rehabilitation for 
affordable housing a difficult endeavor. 
Barriers to Using Rehabilitation to Create Affordable Housing 
 One of the major problems associated with rehabilitating the older existing 
housing stock for use as affordable housing is the unpredictability of such projects, which 
makes them more difficult than new construction.36  In addition to this, the authors 
mention that there are often economic difficulties; namely, the gap that exists between the 
cost of rehabilitation and the financial resources available.37  Although the HRTC and the 
LIHTC are both intended to help even out this financial uncertainty and help to close the 
funding gap, it can still be challenging to overcome these difficulties. 
35 Cohen 542. 
36 David Listokin and Barbara Listokin, “Barriers to the Rehabilitation of Affordable Housing: Volume I 
Finding and Analysis,” Office of Policy Development and Research, U.S. Department of Housing and 
Urban Development, Washington, D.C. May 2001, iv. 
37 Listokin and Listokin “Barriers” iv. 
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 In their HUD study, Listokin and Listokin have laid out an extensive table that 
details the many barriers faced by rehabilitation projects.  The first group mentioned is 
“Development Stage Barriers,”38 and the first barrier mentioned under this heading is 
property acquisition.  The authors explain that many times when attempting to acquire 
property from an owner, the person can be difficult to locate, and there can be unexpected 
complications and expenses related to this problem.  In the case of property tax 
foreclosure the process can be time-consuming, as can bank foreclosures, which are 
sometimes limited to “bulk” sales.   
 The next “Development Stage” barrier is the cost estimation.  Listokin and 
Listokin mention the uncertainty when determining what improvements are needed 
because of hidden problems and time uncertainties.  On top of this, the estimating process 
can be difficult because of limited access to the building and the building plans, and a 
comprehensive estimation can be inhibited by time and budget constraints. 
 Insurance follows as the next barrier, because it can be difficult to get coverage.  
In addition, there may be higher premiums for hazard-liability insurance. 
 Financing is a barrier that has been mentioned many times, and Listokin and 
Listokin have listed some of the details of this problem.  These can include difficulties 
getting accurate appraisals due to a lack of comparable projects, the difference between 
the cost of the rehabilitation and the supportable property values, and more rigid income-
expense ratios, loan-to-value ratios, and fees.  There is also a large problem associated 
38 Listokin and Listokin “Barriers” 10. 
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with the limited supply of public funding and public assistance, especially when they are 
in high demand and there is a lot of competition. 
 Finally, the last barrier in this category listed by the authors is land-use 
restrictions.  For rehabilitation projects there can be strict requirements for off-street 
parking and open space, as well as limitations on the mix of uses, the change of use, and 
the “intensification of use.”39
 The next category of barriers, according to the authors, are the “Construction 
Stage Barriers.”40  The first of these is the building code, because standards can be 
questionable, and minimum standards tend to be excessive. 
 The minimum housing standards (MHS) are listed next.  These are codes that lay 
out the minimum safety, maintenance, and ventilation requirements for existing housing, 
introduced in post World War II period communities in the United States.  The authors 
state that there is heightened enforcement in rehab projects, and this “reduces the ability 
to capitalize on remaining economic life for roofs, windows, and other components.”41
 Historic preservation is also listed as a barrier in the “Construction Stage”.
Although the authors do mention that preservation can contribute to housing 
rehabilitation, it can be a barrier due to the rigid tax credit review, inflexible local 
regulations, and the lack of flexibility in the Section 106 review process.  The Advisory 
Council on Historic Preservation has released policy statement entitled “Affordable 
39 Listokin and Listokin “Barriers” 10. 
40 Listokin and Listokin “Barriers” 11. 
41 Listokin and Listokin “Barriers” 11. 
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Housing and Historic Preservation,” which addresses the Section 106 review process with 
the goal of “promot[ing] a new, flexible approach toward housing and historic 
preservation.”42  Encouraging the implementation of this policy statement could help to 
eliminate lack of flexibility as a barrier. 
 The next three barriers on the list in the “Construction Stage” category are the 
contaminants that can be found in older existing buildings.  The first is lead paint, which 
presents difficulty due to the regulations in place because of the health hazard that lead 
paint poses.  In addition to the regulation problems, there are liability issues associated 
with potential lawsuits, citations, disclosure to property owners, and insurance.  Finally, 
there are costs incurred through the testing, abatement, and disposal of lead paint.  The 
next contaminant listed is asbestos, which is a barrier for the same reasons as those 
associated with lead paint.  The third and final contaminant listed by the authors is radon.
The reasons listed for this appearing as a barrier include the recommendations for testing 
from the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the Surgeon General, and some 
minor costs for abatement, should it prove necessary. 
 The increased energy consumption of older buildings leads to the listing of energy 
as the next barrier in this group.  There are several regulations in place to reduce energy 
consumption, but retrofitting existing buildings to comply with energy efficiency 
standards can be an expensive process. 
42 Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, “Affordable Housing and Historic Preservation,” 
Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1995. 
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 Another requirement that includes the cost of retrofitting as a major problem is 
accessibility.  There are several regulations in place in order to ensure that buildings are 
accessible to the handicapped, and oftentimes older buildings need to be significantly 
altered in order to comply. 
 The final “Construction Stage” barrier is the Davis-Bacon wage requirements.
The issues associated with this barrier are both regulatory and financial.  The wage 
requirements for projects that have received federal funding will raise the labor costs in 
rehabilitation projects. 
 The last category listed by the authors is “Occupancy Stage Rehab Barriers.”43
These include rent control and property tax.  Rent control can be a problem, because of 
the “stringent as opposed to moderate controls,”44 as can property tax, because 
rehabilitation can increase the amount of property taxes that a building owner owes after 
renovation.
 In all, sixteen barriers are detailed in the HUD study by David and Barbara 
Listokin.  In addition to these, there may be other barriers not associated with regulations 
or costs.  One of these could be the perception on the part of developers that brand new 
buildings are better, cheaper, and what the buyers want.  It could also be that in addition 
to developers, city officials and residents alike prefer the thought of sparkling new 
construction in the place of dilapidated public housing, vacant industrial sites, and 
blighted neighborhoods.  Regardless of what may or may not provide barriers to 
43 Listokin and Listokin “Barriers” 12. 
44 Listokin and Listokin “Barriers” 12. 
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rehabilitation, no one will know whether or not our existing buildings can serve 
America’s housing needs unless these barriers are overcome. 
In Conclusion 
 The rehabilitation and preservation of existing older and historic buildings can 
help to “sustain…a sense of character and cohesiveness in a community.”45  Historic 
preservation can make aesthetic and economic improvements in neighborhoods, as well 
as aid in community development.  When an historic rehabilitation is undertaken in a 
neighborhood it has been shown to encourage other construction activity within the 
community, and can act as a “catalyst,” encouraging others to rehabilitate their own 
properties.46  None of the barriers listed above are insignificant, and none of them would 
be particularly easy to overcome.  However, the statements above help to illustrate a few 
of the reasons that it could prove worthwhile to examine successful rehabilitation projects 
in order to discover how others have successfully provided affordable and mixed-income 
housing through rehabilitation of older and historic buildings.  
45 Listokin and Listokin “Affordable Housing and Historic Preservation.” 
46 Listokin, Listokin, and Lahr 443. 
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Case Studies 
 Although new construction appears to be more popular when creating affordable 
and mixed-income housing, there are organizations and firms who, for varying reasons, 
have undertaken rehabilitation.  The case studies chosen for this chapter represent a few 
of the projects completed successfully by such organizations and firms, and outline the 
problems, solutions, and financial resources that were involved in each.  The hope is that 
by examining each of these projects separately, the problems solved and barriers hurdled 
will help to identify the necessary ingredients for a successful affordable rehabilitation 
project.  The lessons learned from each can also help point towards improvements that 
need to be made in existing policies, which financial resources have proved to be 
indispensable, and help to create a more comprehensive approach to mixed-income 
housing through rehabilitation. 
Ripley Gardens 
 Located in Minneapolis, Minnesota, Ripley Gardens is a mixed-income housing 
development in the Harrison neighborhood, situated on a 1.9 acre site on the corner of 
Glenwood and Penn Avenues in North Minneapolis.  Three existing buildings on the site 
were rehabilitated, and new buildings were added in order to create 52 units of mixed-
income rental housing, and 8 owner-occupied townhomes (see figure 1).  Unless 
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otherwise noted, all of the information contained in this case study is from the Central 
Community Housing Trust website.47
History
 The site on which the Ripley Gardens development is located was originally a 
Maternity Hospital, built in 1896, which had been founded 10 years earlier by Dr. Martha 
Ripley.  Dr. Ripley was one of the first female doctors in the United States, and is 
credited with transforming not only the field of obstetrics, but also the role of women in 
early Minnesota.
 The hospital was initially located in a small house on Fifteenth Street in 
Minneapolis, and opened in 1886 with only three patients.  Maternity Hospital had 
excellent statistics, as its maternal death rate dropped to a quarter of the average at the 
time, and Dr. Ripley’s reputation grew.  With the demand for its services climbing, the 
hospital was forced repeatedly to move in order to expand, and in 1896 the hospital made 
its fourth move to the corner of Glenwood and Penn Avenues (see figure 2).  The next 20 
years saw the addition of three more buildings to the hospital, for use as a temporary 
home for infants, a cottage for nursing staff, and a bungalow for infants requiring special 
care.
 The Maternity Hospital closed in 1956 due to insufficient funding, and later 
became the Queen Care Nursing Home, which closed in 2000.  The three buildings that 
47 Ripley Gardens: Quality Housing on a Historic Site. 2006. Central Community Housing Trust. 3 Mar. 
2006. < http://www.ccht.org/ripley-gardens.html?SEC={F3809413-5DD9-4D4E-B8D7-
8A134E25A28A}&Type=B_BASIC> 
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remained on the site were the Ripley Memorial Hospital, the Emily Paddock Cottage, and 
the Babies’ Bungalow, and it is these buildings that remain today as part of the Ripley 
Gardens mixed-income development.  
Project Overview 
 As mentioned above, the three existing buildings that remained on the site are to 
be supplemented with new construction to create 52 rental units and 8 owner-occupied 
townhomes.  In addition to the housing units, green space, walking paths, and a structured 
play area are included in the plan to provide places for residents to gather.  Underground 
parking will be provided, which allows for the maximum visual appeal, landscaping 
possibilities, density, as well as resident security (see figure 3). 
 Approximately 50% of the rental units will be set aside as affordable housing for 
those who earn 50% of the Area Median Income (AMI).  The other 50% will be market-
rate.  All of the owner-occupied townhomes will be affordable for people who earn 
between 60% and 115% AMI.
 Ripley Gardens is being created because of the need for more affordable housing 
in the Twin Cities, especially in the Harrison neighborhood, where the Maternity Hospital 
was located.  The average rent for an apartment in the Minneapolis/St. Paul is $912 per 
month, which is affordable to those who earn $32,500 per year.  However, the median 
income in Harrison is only $24,000.  One of the organizations working to improve this 
situation is the Harrison Neighborhood Association.  This group of residents is 
committed to improving and stabilizing the housing in the area, beautifying Glenwood 
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Avenue, helping to support the creation of new businesses, adding to the stock of 
affordable and market-rate housing, and increasing opportunities for homeownership.
Rehabilitation of the hospital into mixed-income housing could help the Harrison 
Neighborhood Association further its goals, but help was needed to undertake a project of 
this scale.  The Central Community Housing Trust (CCHT) is a non-profit organization 
that has undertaken award-winning historic preservation and restoration work, and was 
willing to take on the Maternity Hospital project.  
 The timeline for the project includes capital funding raised through the winter of 
2006, construction beginning in the spring of 2006 and occupancy beginning in the 
summer of 2007.
Financing 
 According to Gina Ciganik, the Director of Special Projects at CCHT, there are 
over 30 sources of funding helping to finance Ripley Gardens.48  For the purposes of this 
project, the funding sources have been placed in six categories: 1) ownership equity, 2) 
tax credit equity, 3) developer’s fee, 4) intervention funds, 5) traditional debt, and 6) non-
traditional debt.  Ownership equity is money invested in the project by the developer or 
owner. Tax credit equity is an equity investment provided by an outside source in 
exchange for tax credits, which can include LIHTC and HRTC funds (for selected 
financial program definitions, see Appendix F).  The developer’s fee is the fee charged by 
the developer, and appears as a source if it has been invested back into the project.
48 Gina Ciganik, personal interview, 15 Feb. 2006. 
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Intervention funds describe a broad category of sources that includes local, state, and 
federal grants, CDBG money, Neighborhood Revitalization programs, and other funding 
that is not provided through debt, by the developer, or by the owner.  The traditional debt
category includes mortgages and loans provided at market interest rates and with typical 
amortization terms.  In contrast, non-traditional debt describes loans provided by 
mission-driven organizations at significantly lower interest rates, provided because of the 
organization’s interest in the project and what it will contribute to the community.  In 
order to view the original Project Summary for Ripley Gardens that lists the sources and 
uses of funding, see Appendix A.  The abbreviated summary of funding sources for the 
project is as follows:49
Sources of Funding:         Amount:    Percentage:
Ownership Equity         $150,000           1.08% 
Tax Credit Equity      $6,080,000         43.97% 
Developer’s Fee         $150,000           1.08% 
Intervention Funds      $2,246,000         16.24% 
Traditional Debt      $3,648,898         26.39% 
Non-Traditional Debt      $1,552,600         11.23% 
Total:                 $13,827,498       100.00% 
 The majority of the funding came from tax credit equity, as the project was 
successful in its utilization of both LIHTC and HRTC.  The traditional debt was in the 
form of a first mortgage and a line of credit, and provided the next largest source of 
funding, trailing the tax credit equity by almost $2.5 million.  The intervention funds 
49 Project Summary. Sources and Uses Sheet. Minneapolis, Minnesota: Central Community Housing Trust, 
2005. 
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were also important to this project, followed by non-traditional debt, while ownership 
equity and the developer’s fee provided a minimal amount of support. 
 The project received numerous funding awards from the city of Minneapolis, 
including LIHTC, HOME grant funding, CDBG money, Tax Increment Financing, and 
others, with nine local sources in all. Hennepin County provided three more sources, 
along with the Minnesota Housing Finance Agency, and the Metropolitan Council.  Non-
public financing sources made up the rest, adding up to over 30 total sources. 
 The development costs have also been placed into broad categories for the sake of 
simplifying the many uses of the aforementioned funds.  There are seven categories of 
use:  1) acquisition, 2) hard costs, 3) soft costs, 4) site improvements, 5) contingencies, 6) 
reserves, and 7) developer’s fee.  The acquisition category is the amount of money that 
went towards purchasing the site. Hard costs relate specifically to the construction, 
including framing, lumber, windows, sheetrock, and everything that one will be able to 
touch and see when the project is complete. Soft costs are the expenditures for 
architectural and engineering services, fees, permitting, and all of those things that are 
necessary to complete the process, but cannot be touched or seen at the end of the project.
Site improvements are costs such as those associated with environmental investigation 
and remediation, other expenditures that will make the site safe and ready to build on, as 
well as landscaping, walks, lighting, and other additions.  The contingencies category is 
the money that is set aside for the inevitable and unexpected problems that arise during 
the project, which can include anything from issues unearthed during the construction 
  3: Case Studies  
33
process, to unforeseen fees and permitting problems.  The reserves category is for money 
set aside for the replacement of items that wear out during normal operation, such as the 
flooring or the roof, and the only category that is related to ongoing maintenance.  
Finally, the developer’s fee is the fee that is paid to the developer, but rather than the 
developer’s fee in the sources section, this is for the developer’s fee that is not reinvested 
into the project.  The uses of funding for the Ripley Gardens project are as follows:50
Uses of Funding:      Amount:    Percentage:
Acquisition       $234,737           1.70% 
Hard Costs               $8,807,579         63.70% 
Soft Costs               $3,042,865         22.01% 
Site Improvements                 $542,600           3.92% 
Contingencies       $828,170           5.99% 
Reserves       $371,547           2.69% 
Developer’s Fee                 $0           0.00% 
Total              $13,827,498       100.00% 
 As is often the case, the hard costs make up the majority of the expenditures, with 
the soft costs following by almost $6 million.  The acquisition price was fairly low, and 
the developer’s fee is zero because it was invested back into the project, as noted in the 
sources section.51
50 Project Summary. Central Community Housing Trust. 
51 By definition, the developer’s fee belongs in the “uses of funding” section because it comes out of the 
project.  However, in situations such as this where it has been deferred and is only specifically listed as a 
source, it has most likely been merged with another category in the uses section, such as soft costs, making 
it appear as though it is zero. 
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Conclusion 
 Organizing such a large number of funding sources is a difficult task, and CCHT 
did so through building relationships, leveraging money, and creative thinking.52  The 
complex nature of this financing structure required skilled individuals to assemble, 
patience, and persistence, and could be one reason that more firms and organizations do 
not attempt rehabilitation when creating affordable and mixed-income housing. 
 If assembling the financing was so arduous, why did CCHT choose to undertake 
the rehabilitation?  Why not tear the buildings down and begin building from the ground 
up, or choose another site on which to build where there were not existing buildings to 
deal with?  According to Ciganik, CCHT is a community driven, mission-oriented 
organization.  In order to retain the unique character of the community, it was deemed 
necessary to preserve the Ripley Hospital buildings due to their prominent place in the 
history of the Harrison neighborhood.  Retaining the buildings also meant that the 
development would meet less resistance from neighborhood residents, since the iconic 
buildings were to be preserved.53
Pond View Village 
 The Pond View Village mixed-income housing community is a project that was 
undertaken by the Cape-Ann Housing Opportunity, Inc. (CAHO) assisted by VIVA 
Consulting in Gloucester, Massachusetts.  Begun in mid-2002, the Pond View project 
52 Gina Ciganik, undated presentation to Preservation Minnesota. 
53 Ciganik, interview, 15 Feb. 2006. 
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created 118 homes, and includes both rental and homeownership units.  In addition to 
providing affordable homes in a mixed-income community for residents of Gloucester, 
the Pond View project was also built to embody the principles of smart growth and 
sustainable design, minimizing negative environmental impacts.54
History
 Pond View Village is situated on a 20-acre site at 147 Essex Avenue in 
Gloucester, Massachusetts.  The property is the location of the former LePage Glue 
Factory, which has been a landmark in Gloucester for over 100 years (see figures 4 and 
5).55
 The LePage Company was founded in 1876, and the products were manufactured 
by the Russia Cement Company in Gloucester.  The manufacturing site remained in use 
by LePage for over 100 years, until the operation began winding down in 2001.  At this 
time CAHO was created, because the acquisition of the site had become a possibility, and 
the buildings could be converted for use as affordable housing.56
54 “Real Estate Development, Financing and Community Planning,” VIVA Consulting, Date unknown, 
VIVA Consulting, 3 Mar. 2006. http://www.vivaconsult.com/REDevComFin-PondViewVillage.pdf. 
55 Louise Elving, “Case Study #2: Creating a New Mixed-Income, Sustainable Community: Pond View 
Village in Gloucester, Mass,”  Affordable Housing and Smart Growth: A Case Study Series, Citizen’s 
Housing and Planning Association: Massachusetts, May 2005. 
56 Richard Gaines, “Zoning Change for LePage’s Approved,”  The Gloucester Daily Times 19 Mar. 2003, 3 
Mar. 2006 http://www.thecakelady.ca/lepagesglue/news.html. 
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Project Overview 
 Pond View Village contains 118 units, 75 of which are for-sale units, and 43 of 
which are rental housing.  The units are a mix of styles, from duplexes to flats, and range 
in size and number of bedrooms in order to serve families of a broad range of incomes 
and sizes.57  Seven of the existing former industrial buildings were rehabilitated and 
converted into housing.  Three of the old buildings that could not be converted into 
homes were replaced with new construction, and a fourth building was demolished in 
order to create more open space (see figure 6).  In addition to the housing, Pond View 
Village has 6,000 square feet of space for a site management office, maintenance, a 
community room and kitchen that also serves as gallery space, and other community 
facilities.  These amenities will occupy six acres, with the rest of the acreage left for open 
space, which includes the seven-acre Lower Banjo Pond (see figure 7).58
Of the 75 homeownership units, 26 market-rate condominiums have been created 
that are marketed by CASE group, of Carlson GMAC Real Estate.  15 units have been set 
aside as affordable housing, and are awarded by lottery to qualifying households.59  The 
prices of these units range from approximately $140,000 to $180,000, and are limited to 
those whose income is 80% of AMI.  These income limits have been further defined by 
the number of persons in the household, and are as follows: 
57 “Real Estate Development, Financing and Community Planning.”. 
58 Elving. 
59 “First Time HomeBuyer Units,” Pond View Village, 2006, CASE group, 3 Mar. 2006, 
http://www.pondviewvillage.com/FirstTimeBuyerLottery. 
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Persons in Household  Maximum Income Limit 
1 $46,300
2 $52,950
3 $59,950
4 $66,150
5 $71,450
6 $76,750
In addition to these, there are 34 units that will be constructed as part of another phase of 
development, which is to be completed a few years after this initial phase of construction.
The affordable homeownership units are locked into their affordable rates for at least 30 
years, as most of the mortgages are amortized over 30 years.60
 All 43 of the rental units are to be affordable, with varying rent levels to 
accommodate people of different incomes.  Eight of these units are set aside as project-
based Section 8 housing, meaning that the rent level will be 30% of the resident’s 
income, and any remaining rent owed will be provided by governmental subsidy.  There 
are ten one-bedroom units, five of which have rent set at $689 per month, and the other 
five are priced at $834 per month.  Of the nineteen two-bedroom units, eleven are priced 
at $807 per month, while the remaining eight have rent of $982 per month.  Finally, there 
are six three-bedroom units, two of which are priced at $939 per month, and four of 
which are $1,141 per month.61
60 “First Time HomeBuyer Units,” http://www.pondviewvillage.com/FirstTimeBuyerLottery. 
61 Laurie Gould, Personal Interview, 24 Feb. 2006. 
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 The Pond View Village development was created because of the problems 
associated with escalating housing costs in the Gloucester area.  Low- and moderate-
income residents of the town, such as school employees, artists, fisherman, and others, 
are being priced out of the area by increasing rents and home prices.62  When asked why 
rehabilitation was chosen as part of this project as opposed to building the entire 
community from the ground up, Laurie Gould of VIVA Consulting responded that the 
choice was based on several reasons, including economics, the environment, and the 
community.63
 The nonprofit project sponsor (CAHO) is committed to affordable housing 
creation as well as environmental responsibility and community development within 
Gloucester, and wanted the development to be in keeping with the town’s history.  The 
glue factory had been a major employer in the area, and was a very well-known building.
Further, the 2001 Community Development Plan created for Gloucester is based on a 
village concept that promotes the idea of living in smaller village-like clusters, supporting 
the concepts of smart growth.  Gould says that Pond View Village was developed with all 
of this in mind, creating higher-density housing with a lot of open green space in a 
manner that is environmentally conscious.64  The overall goal of Pond View Village is to 
“[minimize] negative environmental impacts, and [build] housing that contributes to the 
environmental, social, and economic health of the community.”65
62 Elving. 
63 Gould. 
64 Gould. 
65 Elving. 
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 A number of environmentally friendly sustainable design strategies were 
examined, and many were determined inappropriate for Pond View due to either the scale 
of the project or financial infeasibility.  Some of the strategies that were chosen to 
improve energy efficiency included upgrading the building envelope to R-13 insulation, 
improving the glazing in the windows due to the predominantly westerly orientation of 
the housing, and installing central HVAC systems with energy monitoring systems to 
keep track of each resident’s use of energy, placing the responsibility for HVAC usage 
with each household.  In addition, each unit has been outfitted with Energy Star-rated 
appliances and light fixtures.66
Financing 
 VIVA Consulting helped CAHO by structuring and obtaining construction and 
permanent financing for the initial phases of both the rental and ownership housing.
VIVA also obtained the predevelopment financing and any special environmental grants 
for the investigation of sustainable design options.67 The sources and uses of funding for 
the Pond View project have been divided into rental and ownership; the original sources 
and uses sheets are included as Appendix B and Appendix C.  The same categories for 
the sources of funding that were used to illustrate the Ripley Gardens project are used 
here, and the sources are as follows:68
66 Elving. 
67 “Real Estate Development, Financing and Community Planning.” 
68 Sources and Uses of Funds, Sources and Uses sheet, Massachusetts: VIVA Consulting, 2006. 
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Sources of Funding (Ownership):     Amount:    Percentage:
Ownership Equity               $9,653,365          79.50% 
Tax Credit Equity               N/A            0.00% 
Developer’s Fee       $0            0.00% 
Intervention Funds       $314,034            2.59% 
Traditional Debt       $0            0.00% 
Non-Traditional Debt               $2,175,000          17.91% 
Total               $12,142,399        100.00% 
Sources of Funding (Rental):    Amount:    Percentage: 
Ownership Equity             $100            0.00% 
Tax Credit Equity              $6,121,975         47.26% 
Developer’s Fee                 $0           0.00% 
Intervention Funds      $721,922           5.57% 
Traditional Debt              $2,425,000         18.72% 
Non-Traditional Debt              $3,864,000         29.83% 
Total              $12,952,897       100.00% 
 The main source of funding for the ownership units was ownership equity, 
meaning that unlike Ripley Gardens, the owners of Pond View invested a significant 
portion of their own money in the project.  Some of this funding may have come from 
rental revenues, or from pre-sale of the owner-occupied units.  Tax credit equity was not 
available for this portion of the development, because tax credits are reserved for income-
producing property rather than units that will be owner-occupied.  The developer’s fee 
was not re-invested in the project, there were minimal intervention funds, and there was 
no traditional debt to speak of, making the non-traditional debt the second largest source 
of funding. 
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 The sources of funding for the rental units differed significantly from the 
ownership units.  Tax credit equity was available for this portion of Pond View, and 
made up almost half of the total.  With minimal ownership equity and no developer’s fee 
re-invested, the intervention funds, traditional debt, and non-traditional debt made up the 
rest of the funding required. 
 The uses for the aforementioned funding are also divided into the same categories 
as those in the Ripley Gardens project, and are as follows:69
Uses of Funding (Ownership):    Amount:    Percentage: 
Acquisition               $1,040,000           8.57% 
Hard Costs               $8,303,265         68.38% 
Soft Costs               $1,575,078         12.97% 
Site Improvements                 $0           0.00% 
Contingencies       $624,056           5.14% 
Reserves                  $0           0.00% 
Developer’s Fee      $600,000           4.94% 
Total              $12,142,399      100.00% 
69 Sources and Uses of Funds.
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Uses of Funding (Rental):     Amount:    Percentage: 
Acquisition               $1,286,315           9.93% 
Hard Costs               $8,845,665         68.29% 
Soft Costs               $1,347,229         10.40% 
Site Improvements                 $0           0.00% 
Contingencies       $375,688           2.90% 
Reserves       $233,000           1.80% 
Developer’s Fee      $865,000           6.68% 
Total              $12,952,897       100.00% 
 Once again, the hard costs make up the majority of the expenditures for both 
rental and ownership, with both parts of the project requiring over $8 million for 
construction and materials.  Another similarity between the two is that neither had any 
costs listed in the site improvements category.  One reason for this could be that these 
costs have been incorporated into the hard costs category.  An interesting difference 
between the uses of funding for ownership units versus rental units is that there were no 
reserves listed for the prior.  This is most likely because once a unit is owner-occupied, 
the new owner is responsible for the replacement of all worn out items, meaning that this 
category is not necessary for the ownership part of Pond View. 
Conclusion 
 Pond View Village was a challenging project that ran into a number of difficulties 
and required perseverance and skill to complete.  According to Laurie Gould of Viva 
Consulting, the rehabilitation was challenging due to the complex nature of older 
buildings, and the unforeseen problems that come with them.  She explained that a large 
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amount of due diligence was performed in order to identify what the project would entail, 
but even this did not prepare the team for everything that was unearthed during the 
rehabilitation process.  There were underground cisterns that needed to be removed—one 
of which was the size of a football field—as well as rot due to water infiltration.  Because 
all of the walls were open when the due diligence was being performed, the team thought 
that most of the problems that needed to be dealt with were in plain view.  The reality of 
the situation was very different from what had been expected.  Gould went on to say that 
because of the number of challenges that they had faced, and the huge expenses 
associated with them, they may have reconsidered the rehabilitation in favor of new 
construction if they knew then what they know now.70
 The additional, unexpected expenses associated with the rehabilitation were 
compounded due to the unfortunate timing of the project, according to Gould.  Because 
the permitting process was somewhat lengthy for the type of development that was being 
constructed, when the team was able to buy supplies they hit the construction market at 
the same time as a large price inflation.  The cost of construction materials had gone up 
significantly, and finding the extra money proved to be a difficult endeavor.  The 
relatively small amount of municipal resources available to Gloucester as opposed to a 
larger city was one of the major factors that had made the fundraising such a challenge.  
The CDBG allocations were smaller, and the amount that the city could contribute was 
simply not as much as would have been possible in a city of a larger size.  Gould stated 
that it is difficult to undertake suburban housing of any scale, because the local resources 
70 Gould. 
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are much slimmer than those in a larger metropolis.  Compounding this issue, the nature 
of Gloucester as a working-class community meant that the team knew they would not be 
able to charge a lot of money for the market-rate units, bringing in fewer dollars in the 
end.71
 Despite all of these challenges, the funding was ultimately assembled and the 
project completed.  CAHO and Viva Consulting had support both from the community 
and the city.  Gould pointed out that the site itself was attractive, and so the changes that 
were made to the existing buildings and the new construction all had to fit together to do 
justice to the site and attract market-rate residents.72  Pond View Village, although just 
recently completed, appears to be a successful and attractive mixed-use development that 
provides affordable housing for working-class residents of Gloucester, while retaining 
landmark buildings in keeping with the history of the community. 
Lauderdale Courts/Uptown Square 
 Lauderdale Courts was originally a public housing development located just north 
of downtown Memphis, Tennessee.  Situated in the Uptown neighborhood (see figure 8), 
Lauderdale Courts suffered from years of decline, and along with another aging public 
housing property nearby, the distressed buildings (see figures 9 and 10) contributed to the 
disinvestment and decline of the entire Uptown neighborhood.  In 2000, the Memphis 
Housing Authority (MHA) began to develop a revitalization plan and prepared an 
71 Gould. 
72 Gould. 
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application for HOPE VI funding with the assistance of Abt Assocites, Inc.  In 2003 
Lauderdale Courts was renovated to include 376 units at market-rate and affordable rents, 
as well as 76 units of public housing.  Unless otherwise noted, all of the information 
contained in this case study is from the Uptown Memphis website.73
History
 Lauderdale Courts was built in 1938 as a part of Franklin D. Roosevelt’s Works 
Progress Administration (WPA) programs.  It was one of the first public housing projects 
built in Memphis, as well as America.  The buildings themselves were designed to 
promote a sense of community (see figure 11), and prominent Memphis architects of the 
time contributed to its colonial revival design, including J. Frazer Smith, Walk C. Jones, 
Sr., George Awsumb, Edwin D. Phillips, and others.74
 Undoubtedly, the most famous American to have lived in Lauderdale Courts was 
Elvis Presley.  The Presley family moved to Lauderdale Courts in September of 1949, 
and lived at 185 Winchester #328.  In order to qualify for public housing at the time, the 
combined income for a family could not exceed $3,000 per year, and the rent paid by the 
Presleys was $35 per month.  Eventually the family’s income increased, and they were 
73 Uptown Memphis, 2003, The Uptown Partnership, 3 Mar. 2006, 
<http://www.uptownmemphis.org/uptown_square.htm> 
74 “History,” Lauderdale Courts, date unknown, Lauderdale Courts, 3 Mar. 2006, 
<http://www.lauderdalecourts.com/history.htm> 
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forced to move in January of 1953.  Later they moved again, this time to an address just 
across the street from Lauderdale Courts so as to be near friends.75
 The historical significance of Lauderdale Courts is due to several elements, 
including its architecture and location.  It is one of only a few of the Roosevelt WPA 
public housing projects still standing, one of the first in the country, and is a “prime 
example of Depression era housing.”76  In addition, the location and environment of 
Lauderdale Courts is said to have influenced Elvis’ music and style due to its proximity 
to Beale Street, an area known for the blues greats who performed there in Elvis’ day.77
 The 1980s saw the decline of conditions at Lauderdale Courts, and by the mid-
1990s the buildings were badly in need of repair.  Only 75 of the 499 units were 
occupied, and demolition was imminent.  The Memphis Heritage preservationist group 
had already begun an application to place the buildings on the National Register of 
Historic Places, and were soon joined by Elvis fans in an attempt to save Lauderdale 
Courts from the wrecking ball.  Their efforts were rewarded, and the renovation occurred 
in 2003.78
Project Overview 
 Lauderdale Courts has been renamed Uptown Square Apartments, and includes 
76 public housing units, 131 affordable rental units for low-income families, and 140 
75 “History.” 
76 “History.” 
77 “History.” 
78 “History.” 
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market-rate rental units.  The complex consists of 66 buildings on a 22 acre site (see 
figure 12) which includes free gated parking, a swimming pool, fitness center, billiard 
and media room, as well as a business center that includes fax machines, copiers, 
computers, and printers for the residents (see figures 13 through 16).  The public housing 
units are not clustered in one area of the development, but rather are dispersed 
throughout, and are indistinguishable from the non-public housing units.  In addition, job 
training and job placement have been named as a main goal of the rehabilitation, and the 
former Lauderdale Courts residents are participating in Section 379 employment 
opportunities.  The marketing materials on the Uptown Square website describe the 
development as a “beautifully renovated apartment community in the heart of downtown 
featur[ing] robust brick buildings, a myriad of one- and two-level floorplans, majestic 
trees, and grassy courtyards” (see figures 17 and 18).80
 The rents listed on the project proforma are $500-$800 per month for one 
bedroom units, $800-$1100 per month for 2 bedroom units, and $1100-$1300 per month 
for three bedroom units.  The public housing units are priced to be 30% of the resident’s 
adjusted gross income (AGI), and the affordable units are restricted to those families who 
make 80% AMI.  The public housing units are to remain public housing for 40 years, and 
79 Section 3 is a HUD program that helps qualifying low-income people gain skills and find job 
opportunities in order to become more self-sufficient.  The program can also help low-income business 
owners receive preference when bidding on contracts funded by HUD. 
80 Uptown Memphis.
  3: Case Studies  
48
the affordable units are rent restricted for 10 years, meaning that after this time period the 
owner will have the opportunity to charge market-rate rents.81
 An interesting feature that sets Lauderdale Courts apart from other developments 
is the Elvis Suite (see figure 19).  The apartment that the Presley family lived in from 
1949 until 1953 is available for short term rental, with a minimum stay of two nights and 
a maximum stay of six nights.  The rate listed on the Lauderdale Courts website for the 
dates between November 1, 2004 and December 31, 2005 was $249 per night, plus taxes.  
Extensive research was undertaken to return the apartment to its appearance during the 
time of the Presley’s stay there.  Replicated interior finishes include hardwood parquet 
flooring in the living areas, linoleum in the kitchen, hexagonal white tile in the bathroom, 
a 1951 Frigidaire refrigerator, Vesta stove, and free-standing sinks.  There are modern 
additions that help to make the stay comfortable for guests, including a microwave oven, 
flat-screen high definition television, CD player, and wireless internet. 
Financials 
 The financial information provided for the Lauderdale Courts/Uptown Square 
Apartments project is from the Sources and Uses sheet, made available by the developer, 
Berkley Burbank (included as Appendix E).  The sources of funding for the project are as 
follows:82
81 Berkley Burbank, “Re: Lauderdale Courts,” E-mail to the author, 24 Feb. 2006. 
82 Sources and Uses of Funds, Sources and Uses sheet, Memphis, Tennessee: Uptown Memphis 
Redevelopment Project, 30 Dec. 2002. 
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Sources of Funding:      Amount:    Percentage:
Ownership Equity             $517           0.00% 
Tax Credit Equity              $5,172,966         14.10% 
Developer’s Fee                 $0           0.00% 
Intervention Funds              $7,910,609         21.56% 
Traditional Debt            $17,000,000         46.34% 
Non-Traditional Debt              $6,600,000         17.99% 
Total              $36,684,092       100.00% 
 The largest source of funding for Uptown Square Apartments by far is traditional 
debt in the form of an FHA Insured First Mortgage in the amount of $17 million.  The 
intervention funds were provided for the most part by the Memphis Housing Authority, 
as was the non-traditional debt.  The project was awarded the HRTC, and this was the 
source for the $5.1 million of tax credit equity.  The project may have been eligible for 
LIHTC as well, but the developer did not pursue that particular source of funding.  The 
ownership equity was minimal, and the developer’s fee was not invested in the project, 
leaving that category empty. 
 The uses of funding for the Lauderdale Courts/Uptown Square Apartments project 
were as follows:83
83 Sources and Uses of Funding.
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Uses of Funding:      Amount:    Percentage:
Acquisition               (not found)          0.00% 
Hard Costs             $21,166,985        57.70% 
Soft Costs               $9,528,885        25.98% 
Site Improvements                 $0          0.00% 
Contingencies               $2,974,986          8.11% 
Reserves               $2,994,364          8.16% 
Developer’s Fee                 $0          0.00% 
Other          $18,874          0.00% 
Total              $36,684,092      100.00% 
 Some interesting omissions in this uses summary are the acquisition price, the site 
improvements, and the developer’s fee.  The acquisition price could not be found in the 
financial information provided by the developer, and there were no site improvements 
listed.  The developer’s fee was not invested in the project, as was noted in the sources, 
but also was not listed in the uses of funding, making it appear as though it was not an 
expenditure, either.  More typical of the uses summaries that have been examined 
previously, the hard costs make up the majority of the costs, at over $21 million.  The soft 
costs are somewhat larger here than in other projects, possibly because of the size of the 
development.  The contingencies and reserves were both separated into several categories 
apiece in the original document, including additional money set aside for nearly every 
aspect of the project and resulting in very similar numbers.  The added category here 
titled “other” is for an expenditure listed as “Capitalized Priority Equity Return.”  This is 
most likely money set aside for equity investors who required priority in receiving their 
return from the completed project. 
  3: Case Studies  
51
Conclusion 
 When asked why he chose rehabilitation over new construction, the developer 
Berkley Burbank stated that because Lauderdale Courts is an historically significant 
development (for reasons listed above), “renovation was the right decision.”84  He also 
pointed out that the buildings were laid out very well, and “quite in keeping with the New 
Urbanist principals of our company (Henry Turley Company).”85
 The rehabilitation required gutting the interiors and completely renovating 
everything inside.  The exterior remained unchanged, and no new buildings were added.
The major roadblocks, according to Burbank, were the lead-based paint remediation, 
replacing the windows, satisfying the National Park Service (NPS), as well as the high 
cost.  He says that involving the management earlier in the process to analyze the parking 
needs would have made things easier, as additional parking had to be added during 
construction.  It worked out well in the end, but could have proven to be very 
challenging.86
 These problems seem to be similar to those that have been reported by others who 
have undertaken an historic rehabilitation. The higher costs become a large problem due 
to the scarcity of funding, and because the projects tend to run over budget due to 
unforeseen difficulties, the financing becomes even more challenging.  Despite all of 
these problems, Burbank is proud of the Lauderdale Courts rehabilitation and is satisfied 
84 Burbank, 24 Feb. 2006. 
85 Burbank, 24 Feb. 2006. 
86 Burbank, 24 Feb. 2006. 
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with the result.  He has said that “the greatest part is that the real mixed-income works.  
We have every walk of life [living in Uptown Square Apartments].  There are public 
housing families living next door to young urban professionals alongside research doctors 
from St. Jude Children’s Hospital.”87  Results such as these are what is intended when 
mixed-income rehabilitation projects are started, and why organizations and developers 
continue to work towards their goals despite the added challenges. 
Boston YWCA 
 (Unless otherwise noted, all of the information contained in this case study is 
from the Hotel 140 website.)88
 The YWCA (Young Women’s Christian Association) Boston (see figures 20 
through 23) is located at 140 Clarendon in the exclusive Back Bay neighborhood.  The 
site is near several attractions in the Boston area: Copley Square, Newbury Street, Boston 
Medical Center, Downtown, the Esplanade, as well as the South End dining and nightlife.  
Because of this central location, real estate prices in the area are at a premium, and 
affordable housing is nearly nonexistent. These neighborhood characteristics are what 
attracted the YWCA to the project, as it is not often that a mission-driven non-profit 
organization has the opportunity to create mixed-income housing in a neighborhood that 
even few middle-class residents can afford. 
87 Burbank. 
88 Hotel 140, Date unknown, Hotel 140, 3 Mar. 2006  http://www.hotel140.com/index.htm.
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History
 The Young Women’s Christian Association of Boston was the first YWCA in the 
country, and was housed in the same building it is today, at 140 Clarendon (see figure 
24).  The headquarters were opened in 1929, and the building housed a mix of uses to 
serve women that included residential units, educational and recreational facilities, and 
administrative spaces.  This mixture of facilities that was open only to women was 
considered controversial at the time of the YWCA’s opening.  There was also a hotel for 
unchaperoned women located on the top floors, and its name, “The Pioneer,” reflected 
the spirit of the YWCA.   
 The uses and facilities housed at 140 Clarendon have changed over time.  In the 
1970s “The Pioneer” became apartments for both men and women, and as more years 
passed, the classrooms where students had learned to type and cook were outfitted with 
computers where students could learn the digital arts.  Community institutions moved in 
as well, including both the Snowden International High School and the Lyric Stage 
Company of Boston. 
 The building itself is an historic landmark, and has been listed on the National 
Register of Historic Places since March of 2004.  In order to keep up with the 
programming needs of the YWCA the renovation project was started in January of 2004, 
leaving no corner of the building untouched.  The opening date was June 1, 2005. 
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Project Overview 
 The YWCA Boston renovation involved only one building, 140 Clarendon, and 
included all 14 stories.  140 Clarendon now houses several uses, including: the Parlin 
Residences, the Hotel 140, office space, the Lyric Stage Company, the Snowden 
International High School, the Terra Cotta Café, and the YWCA Boston headquarters.
The Parlin Residences include 44 one-bedroom apartments, 12 studio apartments, and 88 
single-room apartments.  There are 79 affordable units, and the remaining 65 are market-
rate.  Hotel 140 is a 40-room boutique hotel on the 5th, 6th, and 7th floors that offers rooms 
at affordable rates, and the building also houses approximately 8,000 square feet of office 
space.  The YWCA Boston headquarters includes administrative, educational, social, and 
recreational space for the purpose of ongoing programming as well as special events. 
 There are both market-rate and affordable studio and one bedroom units at 140 
Clarendon, which include a full kitchen and bath, and range from 450 to 700 square feet.  
The single-room apartments are outfitted with a private bath, but do not have their own 
kitchen.  These are available at market-rate rents of $1023 per month, or as affordable 
units for those who qualify.  Although the single-room apartments do not have a kitchen, 
there is a common snack room and television room, and some of the singles are available 
furnished.  The income restrictions on the affordable units do not run longer than 50 
years, with some only running 30 years. 
 The renovation was undertaken because of the expanding programming needs of 
the YWCA, and because the building itself is important to the history of the organization.  
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As was mentioned previously, the site itself is a very valuable piece of real estate because 
of its location in the Back Bay area of Boston.  Before the rehabilitation the building was 
valued at $16 million, and the YWCA could easily have sold it and built something new.  
However, their commitment to providing affordable housing in such an exclusive 
neighborhood led the YWCA to their choice of renovation.  It is very rare to have the 
opportunity to create mixed-income housing in a community such as the Back Bay, and 
new construction would not have fulfilled the same mission and would not have garnered 
the same amount of community support.89
Financials 
 VIVA Consulting assisted the YWCA of Boston in assembling funding for the 
renovation.  The financial information for this section was gathered from a sources and 
uses sheet provided by Loryn Sheffner, a project manager at GLC Development 
Resources LLC.  The sources of funding for the YWCA renovation are as follows:90
89 Jennifer Gilbert, Personal interview, 28 Feb. 2006. 
90 Development Pro Forma: Development Cost Detail. Sources and Uses sheet. Boston, Massachusetts: 
YWCA Boston, 22 Dec. 2003. 
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Sources of Funding:      Amount:    Percentage: 
Ownership Equity                  $0          0.00% 
Tax Credit Equity             $15,389,000        29.62% 
Developer’s Fee               $2,036,000          3.92% 
Intervention Funds               $2,250,000          4.33% 
Traditional Debt             $28,050,000        53.99% 
Non-Traditional Debt               $1,861,250          3.58% 
Other                 $2,366,196          4.55% 
Total               $51,952,446     100.00% 
 Once again, the traditional debt provided the majority of the funding for the 
project.  The traditional debt in the YWCA renovation was in the form of a permanent 
senior mortgage for $20.55 million, along with a purchase money note for $7.5 million.  
An interesting feature of this sources summary, however, is the large amount of tax credit 
equity that was provided.  The project was awarded both LIHTC and HRTC, and the 
equity that resulted was the second largest funding source.  The developer’s fee was 
fairly large at over $2 million, and was deferred for use in the project.  The intervention 
funds and non-traditional debt were provided by HOME funds, CDBG money, and 
YWCA sources such as a McKinney mortgage loan and Neighborhood Housing Trust 
funding.  The “other” category for this project was for two items titled “Income During 
Construction,” and “Accrued Interest.”  These totaled over $2.3 million, and may have 
come from grants or loans that were advanced and invested, or perhaps from rooms that 
were rented out during construction and other revenue sources available prior to 
completion. 
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 The uses of the above listed funding are as follows:91
Uses of Funding:      Amount:    Percentage: 
Acquisition               $8,900,000         17.13%  
Hard Costs             $25,312,227         48.72% 
Soft Costs               $8,634,422         16.62% 
Site Improvements              $1,575,780           3.03% 
Contingencies               $2,846,493           5.48% 
Reserves       $933,524           1.80% 
Developer’s Fee              $3,750,000           7.22% 
Total              $51,952,446       100.00% 
 The acquisition price of $8.9 million is higher than that of any of the other 
projects examined, which may be due to its location in the Back Bay.  This number is 
significantly smaller, however, than the hard costs, with a total that exceeds $25.3 
million.  The soft costs follow at a relatively high amount, just over $8.6 million, that is 
second only to the Lauderdale Courts soft cost total.  The developer’s fee has been 
counted in this summary differently than the others.  In the sources and uses sheet 
provided by Ms. Sheffner it was listed under both sources and uses, and in both at an 
amount of $2,036,000.  However, in the uses section there were added listings titled 
“Developer Overhead,” and “Developer Fee/Paid,” in the amount of $1.25 million and 
$464,000, respectively.  Because all three were listed together, they were added together 
under the summary heading “developer’s fee,” making a total of $3,750,000. 
91 Development Pro Forma: Development Cost Detail.
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Conclusion 
 The YWCA Boston renovation faced numerous problems during construction, 
similar to some of the other projects that have been examined.  According to Jennifer 
Gilbert, a project manager with VIVA Consulting, despite having a fairly lengthy due 
diligence process prior to the start of the construction during which several problems 
were ascertained, there were a large number of unforeseen issues as well.  However, 
Gilbert states that even had they known about some of the problems earlier, they still may 
not have been able to come up with better solutions.  There were a number of 
modifications that had taken place over the 75 year life-span of the building that 
presented interesting challenges, including installation of a bowling alley, and a steel pool 
on the fourth floor that proved to be very difficult to remove.   
 One example of a problem that no one could have foreseen was asbestos mastic 
that was used to adhere tiles that were found underneath the pool, and then required 
removal.  There were also six old boilers that had fly ash in the basement, which also 
required extra time and money to remove.  The abatement of all of the hazardous 
materials caused the original contract to double, which, according to Gilbert, was too low 
to begin with.  Accessibility also presented problems, particularly because handicapped 
access could only be provided at one entrance, while it had been requested at two.  In the 
end the team had to get waivers and a variance, because handicapped access would not be 
possible at the main entrance of the building.  The building had been adapted and 
readapted in order to serve a variety of uses, and with each new adaptation a trail was left 
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behind that posed challenges when the most recent major reconfiguration was 
undertaken.92
 Money was a very large issue, due to the aforementioned rehabilitation problems, 
and Gilbert has said that the managing team had a hard time because no one had ever 
worked on a project that was so complex on so many levels.  No one person seemed to 
have an idea of the many things that needed to come together, nor did anyone have any 
idea about how many things could go wrong.  This led to some contentiousness among 
team members, and although everyone was very professional, it would be difficult for 
any of the individual team members to work with one another again.93
 Despite the construction and monetary problems, the project did have a lot of 
community support due to the ongoing relationship between the YWCA and the 
surrounding neighborhood.  The organization made an effort to include the community 
members in every step of the project, making sure that everyone felt invested in its 
success.  As is common in mixed-income planning, there was some concern over the 
potential problem of attracting market-rate consumers once the project was complete.  No 
one could predict whether a boutique hotel could inhabit a building that also included 
single-room apartments for the homeless, and still draw in customers.  It has been 
working ever since its opening, though, and word of mouth has proven to be an important 
asset.  The building is occupied to the levels that had been expected, and the hotel has 
surpassed expectations.  The YWCA initially had to learn how to operate like a true 
92 Gilbert. 
93 Gilbert. 
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business, including marketing strategies, building websites, and listing with Expedia.com.  
All of their hard work has apparently paid off, as 140 Clarendon is now a fully occupied 
building with an eclectic mix of uses that attracts market-rate consumers, as well as 
provides affordable housing in an exclusive Boston neighborhood.94
94 Gilbert. 
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Synthesis and Conclusion 
 By comparing the similarities and differences between each development outlined 
in the four case studies, one can draw conclusions as to some of the components that 
comprise a successful mixed-income rehabilitation project, and the barriers that need to 
be overcome in order for such projects to succeed.  The areas to be examined include the 
financial information of each, the problems that were expressed by those involved in the 
projects, and the suggested solutions to these problems.  In addition, commentary by 
David and Barbara Listokin as to potential HUD actions that could encourage 
rehabilitation in the creation of affordable housing will be reviewed. 
Comparison of Financials 
 The following table shows the sources of funds for each of the four projects, and 
the percentage of the total that each category represents:95
95 The ownership portion of the Pond View Village project has been omitted, because it is not an income-
producing property and is therefore not eligible for the tax credit.  It differs greatly enough from the other 
projects that it does not provide good basis for comparison. 
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Sources Ripley 
Gardens
Pond View 
(rental)
Lauderdale
Courts
Y.W.C.A.
Boston
Ownership Equity 1.08% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
Tax Credit Equity 43.97% 47.26% 14.10% 29.62% 
Developer’s Fee 1.08% 0.00% 0.00% 3.92% 
Intervention Funds 16.24% 5.57% 21.56% 4.33% 
Traditional Debt 26.39% 18.72% 46.34% 53.99% 
Non-Traditional Debt 11.23% 29.83% 17.99% 3.58% 
Other N/A N/A N/A 4.55% 
 As these numbers indicate, tax credit equity is extremely important for mixed-
income rehabilitation projects.  It makes up a significant percentage of the total sources in 
three out of four of the projects.  Most were awarded both HRTC and LIHTC, and one 
reason that the Lauderdale Courts project has a smaller percentage of tax credit equity 
may be because it only made use of the HRTC.  Also significant is the amount of non-
traditional debt and intervention funds.  Non-traditional debt was somewhat less 
important to the YWCA Boston project due to the large amount of traditional debt, 
provided by a mortgage and a YWCA Purchase Money Note.96  Ripley Gardens had an 
extraordinarily large amount of tax credit equity, meaning that it required less overall 
debt, making its non-traditional debt percentage lower.  The intervention funds were also 
lower in the YWCA, perhaps due to the large amount of traditional debt, as well as in the 
Pond View project, because it also had a large amount of tax credit equity and a larger 
amount of non-traditional debt.  Intervention funds and non-traditional debt are sources 
usually provided by organizations because of the mission behind a project, rather than its 
96 Project Summary.
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ability to produce income.  This makes these sources compatible with projects that 
provide affordable housing for communities in need, as well as with projects that reuse 
existing buildings and infrastructure in order to preserve the heritage of a neighborhood 
and prevent greater sprawl.  The mission behind mixed-income rehabilitation projects 
puts them at an advantage when it comes to receiving funding from these sources. 
 The same type of table has been created for the uses, in order to compare each 
case study project side-by-side.  However, in order to make a tighter comparison the 
acquisition price has been omitted from the categories and subtracted from the total, so 
that the percentages given are completely independent of this expenditure.  This was done 
because the acquisition cost is set by the marketplace, and can vary widely due to 
external factors that have nothing to do with the rehabilitation.  The uses percentages for 
each project are as follows: 
Uses Ripley 
Gardens
Pond View 
(rental)
Lauderdale
Courts
Y.W.C.A.
Boston
Hard Costs 64.80% 75.82% 57.70% 58.79% 
Soft Costs 22.39% 11.55% 25.98% 20.06% 
Site Improvements 3.99% 0.00% 0.00% 3.66% 
Contingencies 6.09% 3.22% 8.11% 6.61% 
Reserves 2.73% 2.00% 8.16% 2.17% 
Developer’s Fee 0.00% 7.41% 0.00% 8.71% 
 As was noted in the previous chapter, the hard costs make up the largest 
percentage of the uses of funding by far, regardless of whether the acquisition cost is 
included in the calculation.  This would be true of new construction also, as the actual 
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building materials that result in the tangible product are the most significant part of the 
project.  The soft costs as a percentage of the total were very close in three out of the four 
projects.  The Pond View number may have been different because the ownership portion 
has not been included, and so the soft costs shown here only represent half of what was 
spent.  Site improvements vary between the three and do not appear to make up a large 
percentage of the total, which may be due to some of these costs being “lumped together” 
with the hard costs.  The contingencies and reserves are similar in all four projects, save 
for the Pond View contingencies, which once again may represent only half of what was 
actually spent.  Save for Lauderdale Courts, which has set aside more money for reserves 
than the other three and whose percentage may be larger due to the scale of the 
development, the contingencies in each project make up a larger percentage of the total 
than the reserves.  It is important in rehabilitation projects to set aside enough money as 
contingency funding because of their uncertain nature.  As was illustrated in each case 
study, despite a large amount of due diligence before the start of the project there were 
unforeseen problems that caused the costs to go up during construction.  Finally, the 
developer’s fee is a cost that varies between projects, as it is up to each individual 
developer as to whether or not they will choose to defer their fee.  This decision may be 
based on the amount of funding that has been obtained and whether or not it is enough to 
cover costs, or external factors independent of the project. 
 One important similarity between three of the case studies is the involvement of a 
non-profit organization.  The Ripley Gardens project was undertaken by CCHT, Pond 
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View Village had the assistance of CAHO, and the YWCA Boston project had its 
namesake.  As was mentioned above, certain sources of money such as non-traditional 
debt and intervention funds are more mission- than income-driven.  The involvement of a 
non-profit can help attract the attention of investors interested in supporting affordable 
housing and historic preservation projects.  In some cases there are sources of funding 
that are only available to non-profits and off limits to private developers.  Because of the 
involvement of CCHT, the Ripley Gardens development received $225,000 from the 
NorthWay Community Trust, $10,000 from the Southways Foundation, and $10,500 
from the Wells Fargo Housing Foundation, all sources that would not have been available 
had they not been a non-profit.  In addition, they received $100,000 from individuals who 
support preservation and redevelopment, raising the total amount of money that can be 
attributed to the participation of CCHT to $350,000.97  Similarly, Pond View Village 
received $320,000 in philanthropic contributions and $560,000 from the Facilities 
Consolidation Fund.  A grant for $236,000 from MassDevelopment makes the total in 
this case $1,116,000.98  In the YWCA Boston renovation, the sources that were the result 
of non-profit involvement were not quantified and were included in the Sponsor’s 
contribution category in their sources list.  This funding was received from foundations 
and individual donors.99  In addition to the specific sources listed, non-profit institutions 
and organizations receive preferential scoring when applying for CDBG money, HOME 
grant funds, and many other resources, including tax credits.  Although non-profit 
97 Gina Ciganik, “Re: Ripley Gardens Funding Question,” E-mail to the author, 22 Mar. 2006. 
98 Laurie Gould, “Re: Pond View Funding Question,” E-mail to the author, 22 Mar. 2006. 
99 Jennifer Gilbert, “Re: YWCA Funding Question,” E-mail to the author, 22 Mar. 2006. 
  4: Synthesis and Conclusion  
66
organizations do not pay taxes, they are able to make use of the tax credits by giving 
them to investors who can use them to offset their income taxes on a dollar-for-dollar 
basis, in return for a monetary investment.  The amount of money received for tax credits 
varies, but averages around eighty or ninety cents on the dollar. 
Common Problems and Possible Solutions 
 In addition to financing similarities, the projects also ran into many of the same 
problems throughout the development process.  Financing, obtaining the necessary 
permits, hazardous materials, and satisfying the National Park Service requirements for 
the HRTC are a few of the roadblocks that have been reported by those involved in the 
four case studies. 
 According to Gina Ciganik with CCHT, working with three separate agencies to 
gain approvals for the creation of the Ripley Gardens housing development was “terribly 
frustrating.”100  Each agency took different approaches as to what they were willing to 
approve, and so satisfying each was difficult.  Ciganik also stated that many of the 
nation’s historic buildings may be lost due to the unwillingness of developers to work 
through the red tape and additional expense. Many of the materials that are required for 
use by the National Park Service in historic rehabilitations are more expensive than those 
used in new construction.  During the construction of Ripley Gardens, it took over a year 
100 Gina Ciganik, “Re: Ripley Gardens Question,” E-mail to the author, 13 Mar. 2006. 
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for the National Park Service to approve the request for new windows, which added cost 
and time to the process.101
 Jennifer Gilbert, a project manager involved in the YWCA Boston renovation, 
found that the complication created by the need for so many different sources of funding 
was a major problem in her project.  Because each source has its own requirements, 
lawyers, and staff, ensuring that everything is in place to complete the project can be 
arduous and time consuming.102
 The most significant problem identified by Berkley Burbank, the developer 
involved in the Lauderdale Courts development, was the amount of hazardous materials 
remediation that was needed.  Lead-based paint, asbestos, and old electrical treatments all 
presented difficulties as the project was getting underway.  With all of these acting as 
barriers to rehabilitation, Burbank believes that many developers may find it less 
complicated and expensive to simply demolish older buildings and start from scratch.103
 Laurie Gould, a project manager for Pond View Village, found the fundraising 
and permitting processes to be among the largest difficulties.  According to Gould, 
Massachusetts is a high-cost state, and already high construction prices have been 
escalating rapidly.  The state has kept the cost limits lower than the actual prices, and so 
projects cannot get enough public subsidy.  In addition, smaller municipalities receive 
smaller amounts of CDBG money and other resources, meaning that there is less 
101 Ciganik “Re: Ripley Gardens Question.” 
102 Jennifer Gilbert, “Re: YWCA Question,” E-mail to the author, 6 Mar. 2006. 
103 Berkley Burbank, “Re: Lauderdale Courts Question,” E-mail to the author, 6 Mar. 2006. 
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available to go towards housing projects such as Pond View.  Compounding the funding 
difficulties is the amount of time required for the local permitting process, which added 
many months to the project, as well as a lot of cost.104
 Each of the problems identified present an opportunity for improvement.  
Suggestions have been made by the same individuals in order to address these issues.
More consistency and efficiency in the approvals process would sort out some of the 
concerns expressed by Gina Ciganik.  In addition, more flexibility within the historic 
rehabilitation guidelines could come about through promotion of the Advisory Council 
on Historic Preservation’s Policy Statement on “Affordable Housing and Historic 
Preservation,” and could alleviate difficulties such as those encountered in the Ripley 
Gardens project.  Additional resources, both monetary and incentive-wise, would help to 
offset some of the additional costs involved in rehabilitation. 105  Financial incentives 
specifically geared towards remediation of hazardous materials, as well as a more clear 
definition of what is “clean,” are ideas presented by Berkley Burbank in order to offset 
some of the environmental problems experienced during the construction of Lauderdale 
Courts.106  Finally, a more streamlined permitting process may have prevented the added 
time and cost associated with the Pond View project, as identified by Laurie Gould.107
 Despite the many areas within the rehabilitation process that could use 
improvement, there are still some problems that are much more difficult to solve.  One of 
104 Laurie Gould, “Re: Pond View Question,” E-mail to the author, 5 Mar. 2006. 
105 Ciganik “Re: Ripley Gardens Question.” 
106 Burbank “Re: Lauderdale Courts Question.” 
107 Gould “Re: Pond View Question.” 
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these is the difficulty associated with the assembling of many complex layers of 
financing, as pointed out by Jennifer Gilbert.  Because of the amount of money needed to 
complete mixed-income rehabilitation projects, no one source of funding will be 
adequate.  Multiple resources are necessary in order to cover all costs, and making sure 
everything comes together will most likely always be a difficult task.  However, 
companies who are experienced in assembling funding, such as VIVA Consulting, help to 
take the burden off of some of the less-experienced non-profit organizations.  If possible, 
assigning one company whose only involvement in a project is to keep track of all of the 
funding sources and ensure that it all comes together could help to simplify things for the 
developer, designers, and everyone else participating in its development. 
Potential HUD Actions 
 In the second chapter, several barriers to affordable rehabilitation were outlined as 
they were laid out in a HUD study authored by David and Barbara Listokin.  In addition 
to the identification of the problems associated with affordable housing rehabilitation, 
Listokin and Listokin also created a list of actions that could be taken by HUD in order to 
help promote the creation of developments such as the four examined in this thesis.  All 
of the information contained in this section was taken from this study, unless otherwise 
noted.108
108 Listokin and Listokin “Barriers” 13. 
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 Working to foster and evaluate new methods of acquisition, such as “fast-take 
property foreclosure, [and] receivership”109 is the first action suggested by the authors.
Also related to the manner of acquisition, applying FHA property disposition policies in 
order to promote rehabilitation, such as discounts to non-profit organizations when they 
bid at FHA auctions, may provide added incentive to reuse existing structures.  
Improving the rehabilitation building code by adopting the National Applicable 
Recommended Rehabilitation Provision (NARRP), encouraging localities to look into 
ways of making land-use requirements more supportive of rehabilitation, and examining 
how HUD standards affect rehabilitation could all work to make the development process 
less onerous and more streamlined. 
 Listokin and Listokin go on to suggest evaluating how the HUD standards affect 
rehabilitation, and looking at how states review the selection criteria in allocation of the 
LIHTC.  Monitoring how lead-based paint regulations affect affordable rehabilitation and 
renovation projects could lead to a solution to some of the issues experienced by Burbank 
in the Lauderdale Courts rehabilitation.  Further, encouraging implementation of the 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation’s (ACHP) policy statement on “Affordable 
Housing and Historic Preservation” from June of 1998 could help to further the use of 
existing structures for affordable and mixed-income housing. 
109 Listokin and Listokin “Barriers” 13. 
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 Financially, improving HUD supports for rehab such as the 203(k) mortgage,110
which has potential but has not experienced as much usage, could help to make more 
funding sources available to rehabilitation projects.  HUD should also work to improve 
the data available on rehabilitation, including information geographical locations, 
financials, and housing dimensions.  If HUD can identify how much rehabilitation its 
major subsidy programs are supporting, it could then create an annual compilation 
showing the contribution from each program. 
 Listokin and Listokin’s list of actions is extensive, and if each suggestion resulted 
in a change in housing policy within HUD, there is a chance that more affordable 
rehabilitation would be made possible.   
Closing Thoughts 
 In the end, some characteristics of successful projects stand out more than others.  
Tax credit equity has proven to be important, and could mean the difference between 
completing a development and running out of funding.  The YWCA Boston renovation 
may not have happened had it not been for the HRTC.  Because states do not cap the 
amount of tax credits that a project may receive, the YWCA was able to offer more tax 
credits when the project ran over budget, meaning that they could obtain additional 
funding from investors.  According to Jennifer Gilbert, the HRTC saved the project.111
Not to be overlooked, however, is the LIHTC, made available because of the affordable-
110 This mortgage program dates to 1961 and is granted by private lenders and insured by the FHA.  The 
Section 203(k) program is HUD’s primary program for the rehabilitation and repair of single family 
properties. 
111 Gibert personal interview. 
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housing component of these developments.  Although complexity is added to the process 
of funding a project when dealing with two different tax credits, one of which has a state-
set cap and one of which doesn’t, combining the tax credits can raise significantly more 
money than making use of just one. 
 It has also been shown that the involvement of a non-profit entity can help mixed-
income rehabilitation, due to the amount of investors attracted to mission-based 
organizations.  Charitable contributions, grants, and non-traditional lenders are all 
sources of funding that may not be available to private developers.  In addition, 
preferential scoring during the application process for governmental resources may 
increase a non-profit’s chance of receiving these funds. 
 Many changes have been suggested to policies currently in place that could make 
the development of mixed-income rehabilitation projects less difficult, and encourage 
more people to make use of existing buildings for mixed-income housing projects.  Even 
if some of these changes do take place, the process will remain complex and require a 
dedicated team.  After examining each case study, it should be noted that anyone hoping 
to undertake projects such as these need to be prepared for a complex and difficult 
fundraising process.  Patience, perseverance, and skill are all required in order to 
assemble the many layers of funding necessary to carry these developments through to 
completion.  Not to mention the experience and foresight needed to make it through the 
always unpredictable construction period.  However, the project managers who were 
asked about how their developments were faring once finished and occupied all said that 
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they turned out beautifully, the units were fully occupied, and the mixed-income was 
entirely successful.  Although many of the roadblocks encountered caused the teams to 
question whether or not they would do it over again with the knowledge they have 
gained, it cannot be debated that when the developments are successful, communities can 
begin to improve. 
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Illustrations
Figure 1: Site plan of Ripley Gardens. 
Courtesy of: Gina Ciganik, CCHT
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Figure 2: Historic photograph of the main hospital building. 
Courtesy of: Gina Ciganik, CCHT
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Figure 3: Rendering of Ripley Gardens as completed. 
Figure 4: Historic photograph of the LePage Glue Factory. 
Courtesy of: Laurie Gould, VIVA Consulting
Courtesy of: Gina Ciganik, CCHT
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Figure 5: Historic photograph of the LePage Glue Factory. 
Courtesy of: Laurie Gould, VIVA Consulting
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Figure 6: Site plan of Pond View Village. 
Figure 7: Rendering of Pond View Village as completed.
Courtesy of: Laurie Gould, VIVA Consulting
Courtesy of: Laurie Gould, VIVA Consulting
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Figure 8: Site map of the Uptown neighborhood. 
Source: http://www.uptownmemphis.org 
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Figure 9: Lauderdale Courts Building Y before the renovation. 
Figure 10: West side of Lauderdale Courts before the renovation.
Courtesy of: Alexandra Mobley, Uptown Memphis 
Courtesy of: Alexandra  Mobley, Uptown Memphis 
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Figure 11: Photograph of Lauderdale Courts circa 1939. 
Courtesy of: Alexandra  Mobley, Uptown Memphis 
  Illustrations  
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Figure 12: Land title survey for Uptown Square Apartments. 
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Figure 13: Pool at Lauderdale Courts. 
Courtesy of: Alexandra  Mobley, Uptown Memphis 
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Figure 14:  Fitness center at Lauderdale Courts. 
Figure 15: Business Center at Lauderdale Courts. 
Courtesy of: Alexandra  Mobley, Uptown Memphis 
Courtesy of: Alexandra  Mobley, Uptown Memphis 
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Figure 16: Lauderdale Courts billiards room. 
Courtesy of: Alexandra  Mobley, Uptown Memphis 
  Illustrations  
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Figure 17: Exterior photograph of Uptown Square Apartments. 
Figure 18: Exterior photograph of Uptown Square Apartments. 
Courtesy of: Alexandra  Mobley, Uptown Memphis 
Courtesy of: Alexandra Mobley, Uptown Memphis 
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Figure 19: Interior photograph of Elvis’ bedroom reproduction. 
Courtesy of: Alexandra Mobley, Uptown Memphis
  Illustrations  
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Figure 20: Exterior of 140 Clarendon. 
Courtesy of: Judy Park, YWCA Boston 
  Illustrations  
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Figure 21: Front Entrance of 140 Clarendon. 
Figure 22: YWCA letters at the top of 140 Clarendon. 
Courtesy of: Judy Park, YWCA Boston
Courtesy of: John Wood, YWCA Boston
  Illustrations  
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Figure 23: Exterior of 140 Clarendon and neighboring building. 
Courtesy of: John Wood, YWCA Boston 
  Illustrations  
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Figure 24: Historic photograph of 140 Clarendon. 
Courtesy of: Judy Park, YWCA Boston 
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Appendix A: Ripley Gardens Sources and Uses 
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Appendix B: Pond View Village (Rental) Sources and Uses 
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Appendix C: Pond View Village (Ownership) Sources and Uses 
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Appendix D: Lauderdale Courts Sources and Uses 
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Appendix E: YWCA Boston Sources and Uses 
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Appendix F: Definitions of  Selected Federal Financial 
Programs 
CDBG:
The Community Development Block Grant Program (CDBG) provides 
communities with resources to address a variety of community development needs.  
Funds are granted to non-profit agencies that provide housing and supportive services to 
families with low- to moderate- incomes.  A minimum of 65% of CDBG funds are 
granted to agencies providing bricks and mortar projects; a maximum of 15% of funds 
are granted for public service projects; and a maximum of 20% of the funds are set aside 
for program administration.  The primary objective of the CDBG Program as set forth by 
Congress is "the development of viable urban communities, by providing decent housing 
and a suitable living environment and expanding economic opportunities, principally for 
persons of low and moderate income". 
HOME:
The Federal HOME Investment Partnership Program (HOME) provides grants to 
over 600 state and local governments in order to improve the supply of housing for low-
income families.  It is the largest federal grant program for state and local governments 
created exclusively for the creation of affordable housing.  Those who are awarded a 
HOME grant may use the money to assist existing homeowners, new homebuyers, and 
renters with a number of activities that include rehabilitation, acquisition, and new 
construction.
 The funds are awarded annually as formula grants to participating jurisdictions, 
and the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) establishes HOME 
Investment Trust Funds for each grantee.  All states are eligible for HOME funds, and 
receive either their formula allocation or $3 million, whichever is greater. 
HRTC:
The Federal Rehabilitation Tax Credit (HRTC) provides federal income-tax 
incentives for the rehabilitation of historic income-producing properties.  Also created by 
the Tax Reform Act of 1986, the HRTC provides either a 20% tax credit or a 10% tax 
credit, depending on the specifics of the structure undergoing rehabilitation. 
 The 20% tax credit is available for a “certified historic structure,” meaning that it 
must be listed on the National Register of Historic Places, be a contributing part of an 
historic district, or be eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places.  In 
order to qualify for the tax credit it must be income-producing, meaning that it must be 
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either an investment property or a property held for trade or business.  The 10% tax credit 
is available for non-historic structures built prior to 1936 that are not listed on the 
National Register of Historic Places.  It must be either investment or trade/business 
property, but residential rental property does not qualify. 
 For both of the tax credits, the rehabilitation project must be considered 
“substantial,” meaning that that cost must exceed either $5,000 or the depreciable basis of 
the building, whichever is greater.  For the 20% tax credit, the rehabilitation must follow 
the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation, whereas the 10% tax credit 
simply requires that a minimum of 50% of the original external walls must remain. 
 The tax credits may be applied to hard costs, professional fees and other soft 
costs, construction period interest, and a few other “grey areas.”  Those expenditures that 
do not count towards tax credits include acquisition, additions, site improvements, 
landscaping, and construction period operating expenses. 
LIHTC:
 The Federal Low Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) was created by the Tax 
Reform Act of 1986 in order to promote the creation of low-income rental units.  This act 
authorizes federal tax credits for the rehabilitation or production of units for low-income 
renters.  The credits are issued by the Internal Revenue Service (IRS) and administered 
by state housing authorities.  Awarded to developers of low-income rental units, the 
credits are used to offset taxable income, reducing the amount of income tax that must be 
paid.
 The amount awarded to a project is based on the percentage of rental units that the 
owner agrees to maintain as low-income housing for a minimum of 18 years.  At least 
20% of the units must be for residents whose incomes do not exceed 50% of area median 
income, or 40% of the units must be for residents whose incomes do not exceed 60% of 
the area median income.  The rents on these units must be restricted, also.  An annual 
credit totaling roughly 9% of the qualified basis of construction or rehabilitation costs is 
available to developments not utilizing federal or tax-exempt financing.  Where federal or 
tax-exempt financing is utilized, an annual credit roughly equal to 4% of the qualified 
basis is applicable.
 The allocation of tax credits to each state is based on the number of residents.  
Each state has an annual tax credit authority of $1.25 per resident.
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